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of evidence; plain error doctrine; claim that there was insufficient evidence to
sustain conviction because it was based on uncorroborated accomplice testimony;
whether this court was bound by Supreme Court precedent on issue of uncorrobo-
rated accomplice testimony; whether defendant could prevail under plain error
doctrine on unpreserved claim that trial court improperly failed to provide ade-
quate cautionary instruction to jury regarding dangers of relying on uncorrobo-
rated accomplice testimony; whether trial court abused its discretion in admitting
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into evidence certain witness’ statement to police; whether statement satisfied
personal knowledge requirement under State v. Whelan (200 Conn. 743).

State v. Manning (Memorandum Decision). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 902
State v. Myers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 102

Murder; reviewability of claim that defendant was harmed by trial court’s improper
exclusion from evidence of video interview of witness who was unavailable to
testify where claim was raised for first time in reply brief; claim that harm
resulting from court’s allegedly erroneous ruling was implicit in defendant’s
principal brief such that defendant did not need to brief and analyze harmfulness
of ruling in principal brief.

State v. Petitt. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 443
Sale of narcotics; claim that trial court abused its discretion by admitting into

evidence cocaine from second and third sales of drugs from defendant to under-
cover police officer because only police officer that saw drug transaction could
not authenticate drugs; whether trial court could have determined with reasonable
probability, based on chain of custody, that content of evidence was in substan-
tially same condition as when offense was committed; claim that evidence was
inadmissible unless it is either unique or distinguishable on its own or first
officer to encounter evidence puts distinguishing mark on it; whether trial court
committed plain error in admitting into evidence cocaine from first sale between
defendant and undercover officer.

State v. Ramos . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 400
Murder; sufficiency of evidence; credibility of witnesses; claim that trial court

improperly failed to suppress evidence of defendant’s post-Miranda silence in
violation of constitutional right against self-incrimination; claim that admission
of certain uncharged misconduct and past conviction evidence constituted plain
error; claim that prosecutor’s use of excessive leading questions during cross-
examination of defendant constituted prosecutorial impropriety that deprived
defendant of his right to due process.

State v. Smith . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 715
Probation; claim that, pursuant to statute (§ 53a-32 [c]), trial court improperly

denied motion to dismiss violation of probation charge because hearing on charge
did not occur within 120 days of defendant’s arraignment; claim that language
of § 53a-32 (c) established mandatory time period in which probation violation
hearing must occur, and state failed to establish good cause for extending time
period; whether 120 day limitation in § 53a-32 (c) was jurisdictional in nature;
whether evidence was insufficient to prove that defendant operated motor vehicle
while his driver’s license was under suspension in violation of statute (§ 14-215
[a]); failure of state to produce evidence that Department of Motor Vehicles
mailed notice of suspension to defendant’s last known address, which is necessary
element for violation of § 14-215 (a).

State v. Stallworth (Memorandum Decision). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 901
State v. Stanley (Memorandum Decision) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 903
State v. Torres . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29

Murder; claim that certain portions of trial court’s instruction to jury on reasonable
doubt constituted plain error; claim that cumulative effect of subject portions of
instruction constituted plain error; whether Appellate Court was bound by
Supreme Court precedent.

State v. Wade . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 459
Sale of narcotics by person who is not drug-dependent; possession of narcotics with

intent to sell by person who is not drug-dependent; manslaughter in first degree;
whether trial court improperly denied motion to correct illegal sentence; claim
that the trial court improperly concluded that resentencing did not give rise to
double jeopardy violation; claim that defendant had expectation of finality in
sentence originally imposed for narcotics offenses that were not reversed on direct
appeal; whether, when defendant successfully challenges one portion of sentencing
package, trial court may resentence defendant on conviction of other crimes
under aggregate package theory without offending double jeopardy clause.

State v. Walker. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 345
Murder; conspiracy to commit murder; robbery in first degree; criminal possession

of firearm; whether trial court committed plain error by failing, sua sponte, to
instruct jury on accomplice testimony; whether evidence supported conclusion
that girlfriend of defendant’s coconspirator aided defendant in commission of any
crime with which defendant was charged so as to warrant accomplice instruction.
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Stephen J. R. v. Commissioner of Correction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1
Habeas corpus; ineffective assistance of counsel; claim that habeas court improperly

denied petition for certification to appeal after erroneously concluding that trial
counsel had provided effective assistance despite decision not to consult with
and present testimony of expert on false memory syndrome in child sexual
assault cases.

Tara S. v. Charles J. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 547
Sexual assault; application for prejudgment remedy; motion to dismiss; claim that

trial court improperly denied motion to dismiss application for prejudgment
remedy and underlying action because applicable statute of limitations (§ 52-
577d) was unconstitutional as applied to defendant; whether meaning of § 52-
577d was plain and unambiguous; whether statute permitted plaintiff to bring
action against defendant regardless of whether she had repressed memories of
defendant’s sexual assaults; whether § 52-577d implicated constitutionally pro-
tected conduct or property right of defendant; whether constitutional rights to
speedy trial, confrontation and against double jeopardy applied only in crimi-
nal settings.

Toma v. Ceesay (Memorandum Decision) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 902
Waterford v. Krijger (Memorandum Decision). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 904
Weaving v. Commissioner of Correction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 658

Habeas corpus; whether habeas court abused its discretion in denying petition for
certification to appeal; claim that trial counsel provided ineffective assistance
by failing to present testimony from accident reconstruction expert; claim that
prior habeas counsel rendered ineffective assistance by failing to advance claim
that trial counsel was ineffective in failing to present testimony from accident
reconstruction expert.

Wiederman v. Halpert . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 783
Breach of fiduciary duty; fraud; conversion; violation of Connecticut Unfair Trade

Practices Act (§ 42-110a et seq.); judgment following default; motion to open;
claim that plaintiff real estate investor did not have standing to assert claims
against defendant who managed real estate investment and his wife on ground
that injuries allegedly sustained by plaintiff were derivative of injuries to certain
limited liability companies; whether allegations that companies were managed
in manner that damaged plaintiff directly were sufficient to establish colorable
claim of injury; claim that trial court committed plain error by failing to make
explicit determinations as to legal sufficiency of plaintiff’s claims and assuming
that entry of default against defendants had conclusively established their liabil-
ity; whether trial court committed plain error in finding defendant liable to
plaintiff for fraud; whether trial court improperly found defendant liable to
plaintiff for conversion; whether trial court committed patent, readily discernible
or obvious error in awarding compensatory damages; whether trial court commit-
ted clear error in awarding plaintiff punitive damages in addition to attorney’s
fees and costs when award of punitive damages on claim of common-law fraud
may include only attorney’s fees and costs.

Williams v. Commissioner of Correction (Memorandum Decision) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 902


